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FOREWORD

N otw ithstanding the claim s of som e in the United States,
European affairs continue to dam inate U S. foreign policy and
strategic thinking. The end of the Cold W ar has not seen any
blurring of the focus of U S. officials on European affairs.
M anaging the im plications of the break-up of the Soviet Union
and theW arsaw P act,the seem ingly neverending con flicts in the
Balans, encouraging the growth of W estern norm s and
Institutions in Centraland E astern Europe, and expanding and
reform ing the N orth AtlanticA lliance are Just sam e ofthe issues
that require fitTm and consistent U S. leadership.

How theUnited Stateshas,and should continue, to dealw ith
these issues is the subict of this collective effort. In addition to
assessing past and present challenges to U S. and W estern
security interests and ocbgctives in Europe, the authors also
analyze the strategies and policies ofthe D epartm ent ofD efense
in this crucial region of the world. Recom m endations for
con sideration by officials include theneed fora lighter leadership
“touch” in som e areas and for stronger encouragem ent in others.
H ow ever, lettherebenodoubtthata U S .policy tow ard E urope of
stasisorbenign neglect should be repcted . TheUnited Statesisa
European pow er by virtue of its history, current com m im ents,
and strategic and political exigencies. Finding the m ost
efficacious m eans of achieving these national obgctives, while
working to effect a ‘Europe whole and free,” is the daunting
longterm task to be faced.

The StrategicStudies Institute ispleased to offerthisessay as
a contribution to the debate on the fiiture direction ofU S .policy
tow ard E urope.

DOUGLAS C.LOVELACE,JR.
Interm D irector
Strategic Studies Institute
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EUROPEAN SECURITY:
WASHINGTON’S SHAPING STRATEGY
IN ACTION

W hether the already close links betw een the United
StatesandEuropew illdraw tighterin the21stcentury isan
open qguestion. Indeed, som e observers argue that the
relationship m ay w eaken som ew hat over tin e.” Butno one
has argued persuasively thatthe transA tlantic link w illbe
broken. Anticipated conditions, m oreover, indicate that,
w hile the strength ofthe relationshio m ay wax and w ane,
ties will rem ain close. Inform ation-age technologies w ill
entw Ine U S. and Eurcpean econom ies m ore inextricably
than in the past.D espite increasing extra-F uropean ethnic
diversity, m any Am ericans w ill still trace their roots to
Europe, and Am erican culture and nom s w ill rem ain
predom inantly E uropean-based.

In the security arena,the AtlanticO cean long ago ceased
to provide a protective m cat. No longer m entally or
physically isolated, events in Europe aln ost In m ediately
affect the U nited States. Furthem ore, the United States
alsohas learmmed from experience that rem aining aloof from
European security issues or m erely reacting to events can
be extrem ely costly.The articulation ofpreventive defense
and engagem ent strategies in the last few years augurs for
continued, albeit different, close cooperation betw een the
U nited Statesand itsE uropean allies,partners,and friends
to shape the future security environm ent to their m utual
benefit

This confluence of U.S. and European econom ic,
cultural, and security ties ensures that the continued
security and stability of Europe will rem ain a vital U S.
national interest, as dem onstrated during the recent
con flict in the Yugoslav province ofK osovo.This conclusion
should not be surprising. Successive U S. adm inistrations
have rem ained consistently engaged in European security
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affairs for six decades.M ore recent adm inistrations have
m ade engagem ent w ith Europe a keystone of U S. policy.’
Such policies can be expected to extend and deepen into the
future.

Thism onograph offers observations on how the United
States can positively shape the European security
environm entofthenext century.It firstoutlinesa preferred
U S. vision of a future Europe. The discussion next
identifies potentialobstaclestothatgoal,and then assesses
risksto U S.nationalinterests ifthese obstacles cannotbe
overcom e. Political, econom ic, and m ilitary initiatives for
achievingtheU S .vision fora future Europethen follow .A s
part of the m ilitary initiatives, the discussion specifically
assesses the current Comm ander-in<Chief CINC) U S.
Eurcopean Comm and’s USEUCOM ) Strategy ofReadiness
and Engagem ent.Conclusions and recom m endations close
them onograph.

DEFINING EUROPE

Before outlining a future vision of E urope, developing a
com m on understanding of what constitutes Europe is
im portant. This is not a straightforw ard proposition,
how ever, as even Europeans do not alw ays agree on what
constitutes the “comm on European house.* W ithin this
m onograph,w edefine E urope broadly and inclusively : from
the Atlantic O cean to the U ralM ocuntains, from the A rctic
O cean to the M editerranean, Black, and Caspian Seas.’
That having been said, discussion of Russia, Belarus,
U kraine, and the Transcaucasus focuses on the effects of
those nations on the overall security of E urope.

Arguing where the dividing lines fall betw een Central,
E astern ,N orthern,Southern,and W estem E urope,and the
clarity of those lines varies considerably depending upon
one’s nationality or worldview . The fact that m any
countries fall under m ore than one grouping €g. the
Balkans, the Baltics, Tberia, and Transcaucasia) only
com plicates m atters. Rather than getting bogged down in



debatesoverwhoshould orshouldnotbepartofaparticular
region, therefore, cur defin itions w ill be encom passing and
overlapping.’

AFUTURE VISION OF EUROPE

A s the British statesm an, Lord Paln erston, noted 150
years ago: ™. . .interests are enduring and perpetual ... ”®
Thus, the underlying durability of U S.national interests
identified in A National Security Strategy for a New Century
can offer insights into U S .national interests in Europe 20
years hence. European stability will rem ain forem ost a
vital U .S. national interest.”” This inclides continued
stability in W estern,Central,and Southern E urope,asw ell
as the m ore difficult ob®ctive of Increasing govermm ental
and econom ic stability in Southeastern Europe, Eastem
Europe, and Transcaucasia. Two strategic goals
predom inate.F irst,toassist in thebuildingofa E uropethat
is dem ocratic, prosperous and at peace, ie. truly
integrated.Second,tow ork w ith alliesand partnerstom eet
future challenges to collective interests that no nation can
confront alone. O f particular im port are the New ly
Independent States N IS) of Eastermn Europe, where the
U nited States has vital security interests. Specifically, the
United Statesw ishesRussia,U kraine,and the otherN IS to
evolve peacefully into dem ocratic m arket econom ies and
becom e progperously integrated into the w orld com m unity.
This also includes dem ocratic and econom ic reform in the
N IS, aswellas the otherm aturing dem ocracies in Central
and Eastermn Europe, that will contribute to continued
independence, sovereignty,and territorial integrity ofthese
states.Them eansby which the United Statesm eets these
challenges isthrough a robustand reform edNATO ,thereby
providing “the anchor of Am erican engagem ent in
E urope .

M aintaining stability in Europe does not connote,
how ever,an intentto sustain the existing statusquo.Tothe
contrary,theU nited States seek s continued transform ation



of Europe that increases the num ber of dem ocratic,
m arketbased econom ies, ounded on the rule of law and
respect for hum an rights."” Such m apr changes in m any
fragile states can generate considerable instability. The
United States seeks to dampen instability and keep
transitions w ith in peacefilbounds.

E xtending these interests into the future, w e propose a
desired U S .vision ofa future Europe 20 years hence that
Includes:

1) A politically pluralistic Eurcpe whole and free and
govermed by the rule of law .

2) Individual hum an rights and the rights of ethnic
m inorities protected through internationalnorm s and rule
oflaw .

3) The free m ovem ent of pecples, ideas, capital, and
goods.

4) Expanded and m ore sophisticated institutional
m echanism stoprevent conflict,and, ifcon flict should arise,
resolution through peacefiilm eans.

5) Increased econom ic liberalization and integration of
Europe through, inter alia, expansion of the European
Union EU).

6) Expanded European role and responsibility for
leadership in European security m atters.

7) Increased m ilitary integration within NATO and
particication in the Partnership for Peace program @ f£).

8) Fullcontroland accountability ofm aterials from the
form er Soviet Union and prevention of proliferation of
w eapons ofm ass destruction W M D ).



POTENTIAL OBSTACLESTO THE FUTURE
VISION OF EUROPE

T o shape successfilly conditionsto them utualbenefit of
the U nited States and E urope first requires identifying and
overcom ing potential obstacles to achieving our com m on
vision . In this m anner, the United States, in con janction
w ith its FEuropean allies, partners, and friends can take
active stepstoproduce desired outcom esratherthan sim ply
reacting to events asthey occur.Thisalso should be am ore
effective and efficientm eans ofusing con strained resources
to attain m utual goals.Potential obstacles to the vision of
the future Europe fall under the general categories:
econom ic, political, and security issues.

Economic Obstacles.

W ithin the econom ic arena, the failure of
Europe— whether as a whole or severalm a pr pow ers— to
adjist to changing econom ic conditions poses the greatest
potentialproblem .ForEuropean Union EU ) countriesand
the rem ainder of N orthern, W estem, and Central Europe,
this could result from a failure to transition to what the
current vernacular describes as inform ation-based
econom les.Thisisnota callforw holesale overtuming ofthe
existing European industrial base. That portion of the
econom y will rem ain essential for prolonged econom ic
health, but it probably should not continue at the current
scaleor in itspresent form .G reaterem phasisw illhavetobe
placed on preparing for the dem ands of global
com petitiveness by m aking econom ics m ore flexible and
dynam ic.”

For exam ple, if European national and pan-E uropean
econom les are to rem ain com petitive on a globalscale, they
m ust address a num ber of structural issues. These will
include significant changes in labor law s and em ploym ent
practices, especially reducing the high degrees of rigidity in
laborm arkets.Thisw illbe particularly true in France and
Gem any which m ust confront w orkplace reform iftheEU



collectively is to be com petitive internationally. The close,
indeed som etim es incestuous, relationsh ip am ongbusiness,
labor unions, churches, and political parties also w i1l have
1o be loosened ifE urcpeans are to achieve the higher levels
of productivity necessary to com pete globally. Relations
am ong businesses, banks, and governm ent also m ust
undergo sim ilar reform . Tncreasingly burdensom e social
welfare and state pension system s, let alone intractable
structuralunem ploym ent,alsow illhave tobe addressed . Tf
Europeans cannot address these critical issues, they risk
being left behind globally, at best. At worst, econom ic
stagnation or relative decline could lead to dom estic
political instability in som e key countries in Europe.™

The em erging dem ocracies in Central, E astern,
Southem, and Southeastermn Europe w illhave to com plete
the transition from centrally controlled to m arket
econom ies.” Thisw illbe a difficu It transition .M any ofthese
countries have lim ited, if any, recent experience w ith
m arket-based econom ies, and have great difficulty dealing
w ith normm al m arket cyc]es.16 Frequently, they lack even
rudim entary tax, property, or business law s. Banks and
credit institutions are 1m ited in num ber, and often are
view ed w ith suspicion.There is also considerable potential
for organized crim e to flourish or less than legitim ate
organizations to m ove into the gaps in laws and
governm entalrequlations.F inally,m any ofthese countries
w ill have to shake off the 50 years of experience w ith
state-controlled, centralized planning and financing and
effect policies that encourage m arket foroces to shape the
econom ic environm ent.

Thistransition to greater reliance on the privatem arket
place w illnotbe easy.M any countries have little historical
practice w ith developed m arket econom ies, and som e have
hardly any relevant experience at all.”’ This lack of
experience leaves them vulnerable to m odern day
carpetbaggers, to corruption within governm ent, to the
potential for robberbarons @ la the U S.experience in the
late 19th and early 20th centuries), and to crim inals who



w ill exploit gaps in legal system s that have not yet fully
m atured.Thism ay require am ore increm entalapproach to
theprivatization of industry and transition tom arkettased
econom ics than som e outsiders originally m ay have
believed desirable.”” The vulerability of Europe’s new
states to crim inality and corruption could, in som e
instances (hotably Rom ania and Bulgaria),becom e a threat
to their intermal security, especially if intermal crim inality
links up w ith foreign networks, eg., the Russian M afia’s
intemationalcrim e links."”

M any ofthese states also face the daunting challenge of
m oving from an cbsolescent, if not antiquated, industrial
base that focused for over five decades on m ilitary
production to an inform ation age econom y that can com pete
in the global m arket place. They must do all this while
providing levels ofcon sum ergoods and services sufficientto
satisfy their populations, while coping w ith m arket
fluctuations. Under the best of circum stances, this
transition period could lead to short-term econom ic
contraction in m any countries.”’ If not handled carefilly,
severe econom ic dislocation could occur, leading to
considerable political backlash. Faced w ith dashed
expectations, severely reduced buying pow er, bare shelves,
and unem ploym ent, m any publics m ay long for retum to
authoritarian rule and controlled econom ies that once
providedm inim um levelsofsupport (food,housing,m edical
care,andpensions)and fortim esw hen disparities in wealth
and treatm ent were not as wellknown. This chim era,
how ever,w illonly lead to further deterioration in econom ic
conditions.

On theotherhand,som e evolving countries and societies
m ay learmn from past successes or failures to take the best
and avoid the worst of the transition. They m ay w eather
som e intense short-term pain for long-term econom ic
payoff’" Ifthey can m ake this significant leap, they m ay be
able tom ove m ore directly into the global, in form ation-age
econom y.



Failure to incorporate Russia and the N IS into the
European and global econom ies is perhaps the greatest
potentialeconom ic obstacle to realizing the proposed vision
ofEurope.The rem ainder ofE urope and the United States
can try to fulfill the tw in requirem ents of absorbing goods
from these countries and providing investm ent capital, but
un fortunately there isonly som uch they can do.M oreover,
there is only som uch expertise and capitalthese countries
can effectively absorbo.

Thisw illbenoeasy task .Russia,especially,w illhave to
revolutionize itself all over again. The governm ent m ust
enact and enforce law s and policies that foster econom ic
grow th and protect property . Ttw illhave to dem ilitarize the
econom y and allow prices and values to seek theirnatural
levels. Support for public sector investm ent w illbe key, as
w ill the creation of a fair, equitable, and enforceable tax
system that supports public and private sector goals.
Support for private enterprise w illhave to be greater than
heretofore hasbeen the case.Thisespecially m ay be true of
agriculture and land ow nership.Last,butnot least, Russia
m ust foster an econom icclim ate that provides an incentive
for foreign investm ent.

W estern initiatives w ill necessarily depend on Russian
policies and their Im plem entation .But even before Russia
m akes these decisive transform ations, there are m apr
opportunities for successfiil public and private program s in
Russia. For example, U .S. European, and Russian
initiatives need to confront Russia’s ecological and public
health crises.Thisw ould include long-term initiatives,such
as building hospitals, training m edical personnel, and
providing m odem diagnostic and treatm ent equipm ent.
But, it also could include rudim entary, but im portant
shorttermm program s: furnishing disposable hypoderm ic
needles, offering vaccines and m edicines, ensuring clean
w ater for hospitals, and preventing m alnutrition. Such
program s not only can w in enorm ous public support, they
can help prevent or m itigate future health crises. There is



no reason why these and other initiatives cannot be
undertaken now .

Beyond econom ic conditions in Russia and the N IS,
three additionaland interrelated issues stand in thew ay of
realizing the desired E uropean econom icend state:chronic
un Ainderem ploym ent, bloated state welfare system s
(oupled with declining populations in som e cases), and
Im m igration. These problem s are due largely to the fiscal
costs inherent in the deeply ingrained social welfare
m indset and bureaucracy w ithin m any European states,
especially expectations of “cradle to grave” state support.
Anticipated in m igration trendsw illonly further challenge
m any already stressed social w elfare system s. M oreover,
because publics often view new com ers, refligees or ethnic
m inorities as the source ofm uch unem ploym ent and strain
on social welfare system s, this m ay create or exacerbate
ethnic, culural, or religious anin osities in m any societies.

The United States m ay be able to offer only lim ited
assistance In thesem atters.In m ost countries, these issues
are entangled w ith intemal political issues, and any U S.
influence is likely to be lim ited. Indeed, m ost nations are
likely toview U S.actionsas interference in their sovereign
affairs.The best the U nited States can do is to serve as an
exam ple of how econom ic progress through m arket
econom ics eventually offers a way out of such dilem m as,
occasionally offer governm ent finds, and, ifasked, provide
advice.The U S.Govermm ent also could encourage private
investm entw hich m ay appear less intrusive and, therefore,
m ore acceptable. M oreover, the dem ands of the
m arketplace and profit m otives m ay m ake private
investm entm ore effective over the longer term .

A Ithough rem ote, one cannot ignore the potential for a
EU U S.tradewarthatcould sidetrack the preferred vision
ofa future Europe.Such an outcom e w ould require a series
of blunders on both sides of the Atlantic, but U .S. and
European leaders cannot afford to dism iss such a
possibility. The perception of fewer and less im portant



m utual econom ic interests, failed or significantly delayed
European econom ic integration, contraction of econom ies
on either side ofthe Atlantic, an oil crisis w ith E urope and
the United States on opposite sides (especially in
con unction w ith other econom ic declines), or intense
com petition for inform ation-age m arkets could lead to a
trade war’? Undoubtedly, cooler heads would ultin ately
prevail, but dam age could be extensive, hindering the
attainm ent ofdesired outcom es for Europe.

Political Hurdles.

The greatest political hurdles to achieving our vision of
the future Eurcope stem from the reversalofrepresentative
govermm ent in Central and Eastern Europe 9. as has
happened in Belarus).Them ost cbvious case isRussia,but
U kraine follow s In close order.M oderate-sized states like
Bulgaria and Rom ania also could hinder European
integration iftheir countries reverted to authoritarian rule.
As the ongoing conflicts in the Balkans dem onstrate,
authoritarian regim es in even sm all countries can
adversely influence the entire European security clim ate.
Should this occur in Centralor Southeastern Europe €49.,
Czech Republic or Hungary, and Bulgaria or Rom ania,
respectively), the shock waves would reverberate
throughoutm ost ofthe C ontinent.””

Anotherpotentialpoliticalproblem concermnsthe erosion
of state sovereignty, which could em erge from several
causes. M ultinational organizations, such as the EU,
NATO,and the O rganization for Security and C ooperation
in Eurcope © SCE ) could take on aspects oftraditionalstate
regponsibilities for econom ics, political representation, and
security.C oncom itantly, the rise ofregionalorganizations,
particularly econom ic or trade groups, could further
underm ine the power of the state.” Thus, in pursuing
increased integration, the United States and its European
partnhersm usttread the fine Iine betw een yielding toom uch
or too little pow er to these organizations.
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Reductions in state sovereignty do not necessarily lead
to adverse consequences. Regional trade partners,
consortia, and com plem entary business organ izations can
w ork tothe advantage ofthe regionalorganizationsand the
countries involved. The danger is that regional groupings
could underm ine state unity leading to dissolution of
current states.”” Again, this is not deleterious in and of
itself.The devolution ofstate authority could bem anaged to
avoid adverse outcom es, even to prom ote econom icgrow th.
But it is a delicate process, especially ensuring that it does
not lead to political instability or a security vacuum .

A rise in nationalism or ethnic separatism also could
inhibit the political portions ofthe desired end state.Such
issues continue to hold considerable appeal, especially in
E astern and Southem Europe where young dem ocracies
may not yet possess the maturity to weather severe
econom ic or political stress. Even w ithin wellestablished
dem ocracies in W estern and Central Eurcpe, there are
sizable nationalist or ethnically driven parties that have
exerted considerable influence in recent elections.”® A
severe econom ic downturn could further increase the
influence of such groups.

Erosion of the key Franco-Germ an relationship also
could upset European political integration. This special
association w asthe catalyst and hasbeen the gluethathas
facilitated m uch of W est Europe’s sucoessful political and
econom ic integration.’ A substantial lessening of these
bonds could fracture the consensus that has driven
ever-increasing pan-European integration.’® Such an
erosion could occur in two general ways. Over tin e, the
Gem ansandtheF rench protherkEurcpeans)m ay perceive
that conditions have im proved to the point that the
relationshiono longerholdsthe sam e levelofim portance.In
this case, there would be little cause foralam , as a unified
G erm any w ould be firm Iy anchored iInto E uropean political,
econom ic, and security institutions.
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Another potential pitfall concerms who will lead this
partnership and how that leadership w ill be exerted. For
the last 50 years, Gemm any has deferred not only to France
but to m ost of its transatlantic partners. Recovery of fiill
Gem an sovereignty, coupled w ith Germ any’s econom ic
pow er and the passing ofthe torch to thepostW orldW arIT
generation of political leaders, m ay result in greater
Germ an assertiveness in foreign affairs.”” This does not
argue that Germ any w ill be less cooperative, but the
relationship w i1l be different than it has been in the past,
and France and the rem ainder of Eurcpe w ill have to
accom m odate them selves to these new conditions.

M ore om inousw ould be Centraland E astern European
issues draw Ing Gem an attention and aspirations away
from W estern and Central European institutions. This
could stem from a collapse w ithin Russia, ethnic conflict
w ithin U kraine or the B altic states, oran econom ic collapse
that overwhelm s Central European institutions. In such
cases, the United States and other European allies and
partmerswould have to take steps to ensure that Germ any
rem ained fimm Iy tled tothe EU andNATO .Such an adverse
outcom e is unlikely, however. The Franco-Germ an
relationship has endured despite perennial contretem ps
and crises.Atthispoint, itappearstobe functioning, in fact
asstrongly asduringthe 1980s.The intenthere sim ply isto
acknow ledge that less than optim istic outcom es are
possible, and to ensure that such possibilities are factored
into efforts to shape the future security environm ent.

Security Obstacles.

A broad range of security issues could hinder achieving
the overarching goals of peaceful European integration.
Conflict within the Balkans is one obvious hurdle.
Long-standing Greek-Turkish tensions over a wide
spectrum ofissues could seriously disrupt the entire future
E uropean security environm ent.” A w ide range ofpotential
trouble spots along the M editerranean (@due to cultural,
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econom ic,and religiousdifferences;possibility ofnorthw ard
m igration; proliferation of sophisticated conventional
weapons and WMD, as well as the means to deliver
them — especially, ballistic and cruise m issiles) could
overturm a peaceful European security environm ent.
Continuing conflict in the Transcaucasus region already is
troublesom e and tensions over control of oil in the region
could exacerbate pressures. Individually, each issue could
generate considerable repercussion s; collectively they could
have devastating effects on E uropean stability.The United
States m ust work w ith its European allies, partners, and
friends to preclude such a detrim ental confluence.

The road to a Common Security and Foreign Policy
CSFP) and the Eurcpean Security and D efense Identity
E SD I) contains a num ber ofpotentialpotholes.O n the one
hand, Europeans could fail to create the necessary
consensus to forge and sustain a CSFP Gt P resently, for
exam ple, m any European states are preoccupied w ith
internaleconom ic and political issues. This could result in
differing perceptions of threats, w ith the potential for
divisive debates over whether a CSFP is needed. Even
should a C SFP em erge, considerable interpretation over its
Im plem entation m ight occur. Again, differing threat
perceptions could lead to dissonance over security
burdensharing. Such outcom es could lead to national or
regional rifts. Under worstcase conditions eg. severe
econom ic or political setbacks), thism ight even precipitate
the renationalization of defense structures by som e
countries. One should recall that the integration of
European defense forces within NATO has had the
Im portant result of acting as an effective confidence—and
security-building m easure, ie. providing reassurance of
benign national m ilitary intentions. O bviocusly, where
renationalization m ight occur would m ake considerable
differences, but the consequences cou ld be significant.

A strong, cohesive CSFP and ESDI also could have
consequencesthatw ould require carefulm anagem ent.The
United States m ight reduce its presence in Europe, for
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exam ple.W hile this outcom e is not inherently detrim ental
to U S.national interests, the United States and Europe
w ill have to m anage carefully the level 0of U S. residual
presence, as well as reexam ine current stationing
arrangem ents ({e., perm anently shifting U S.Amm y forces
from Germ any to the Balkans?) to preclude a European
perception that the United States no longer jidges its
interests in Europe as being vital. Sim ilarly, U S. leaders
must ensure that reduced presence does not lead to
disengagem ent from Europe, or some form of neo-
isolationism .

A robust ESDI m ight have a number of additional
consequences. Calling upon Eurcpeans to becom e greater
partners also m eans that the United States m ust accept
Europe’s larger decisionm aking role in the partnership.
Therem aybetim eswhen itw ouldbe jadiciousofthe U nited
States to tem per the predom inant leadership role that it
practiced duringtheColdW ar.Concom itantly,thisalsow ill
require Europeans to assum e greater responsibilities than
they have been w 11ling to take on in the past.

Shared leadership also will com plicate consensus
developm ent. The United States frequently arrives at its
internal decisions through the long, convoluted, and
arduous inter-agency process. O ther governm ents develop
their own policies using sim ilar m echanism s, as vividly
dem onstrated during the build-up to the K osovo con flict. Tt
is unrealistic to expect allies and partners to react m ore
quick ly than can the United States.Thisw ill requ ire som e
adjistm ent, at tin es considerable,tothe U S.penchant for
deciding first and seek ing consensus later.A s seen during
theNATO response tothe crisis in theBalkans in the early
1990s, difficulties in forging consensus prolong decision—
m aking, especially when there m ay be disagreem ent over
interests, obectives, and the ways and m eans to achieve
them . This does not argue against the United States
encouraging a strong European defense pillar; it sin ply
m eans that the United States will have to adapt its
leadersh io m ethods to accom m odate change.
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Last, but certainly not least, the proliferation of WM D
could considerably upset the European security
environm ent. W hile proliferation w ithin Europe
undoubtedly would be highly detrim ental, current
conditions argue against such an outcom e. That having
been said,Russia and otherN IS stateshavem any scientists
w ith great expertise in WM D who are inadequately
em ployed and could be a source of expertise for a nation
em barked upon a W M D program , as a result of resurgent
nationalism and denationalization of defense, for
instance.”

The developm ent of W M D outside of Europe,butwhich
could be used In Eurcpe or against European interests,
how ever, is a cause for alarm . A num ber of nations on
Europe’s periphery m ay have nascentW M D program s and
m aybew orking on the sophisticated m eanstodeliverthem .
A dditionalstates could acgquire such capabilitiesw ithin the
next 20 years.” M oreover, technological advances aln ost
certainly will perm it nations currently out of range of
effective delivery to perfect adequate m eans for reaching
European targets. Such conditions undoubtedly would
influence security m atters in Europe, and affect U S.
nationalinterests.

N or is it necessary for states or groups to develop a
w eaponsgrade device and delivery system . Attaching
chem icalornuclearm aterialstoa sim ple carbom bw ouldbe
sufficilent to cause considerable shortterm physical,aswell
as significant longerterm casualties. The trem endous
potential for cascading effects of WM D on econom ic and
political conditions is cbhvious. Increased efforts to support
nonproliferation ofW M D ,and to safequard existingnuclear
m aterials, therefore, should be a m atter of high priority.

REDUCING RISKSTO U.S. NATIONAL INTERESTS
Ifthe United States and Europe in partnership cannot

overcom e these obstacles, prospects are dim for achieving
our preferred vision of a future Europe. W e propose a
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num ber of political, econom ic, and security initiatives,
therefore, to help tum our proposed vision into reality .W e
do not present these policy options as stark choices:
Im plem ent these initiatives or face failure. No one can
forecast the outcom es w ith a high degree ofdetail. Indeed,
even ifall initiatives were partially or fully im plem ented,
circum stances could lead to outcom es detrimentalto U S.
nationalinterests.O urthrustisthatthese initiativesoffera
reasonable opportunity for success.The analysispoints out
the possible @nd in som e Instances, w orst case) outcom es
thatthe United States seek s to avoid by tak ing active steps
now to shape the future European security environm ent to
them utualbenefit of E urope and the United States.

Political Initiatives.

Perhaps the m ost significant political initiative has
m ore to dow ith the U nited Statesthan it doesw ith Europe
per se.A s indicated earlier, the United Statesm ay have to
adopt a new leadership style for dealing w ith its European
counterparts.Thisw illbem ostapparentw ithin NATO ,but
w illextend to otherarenasaswell.The United Statesm ust
exam Inew hether it routinely w illseek tobuild consensusor
generally will rely on unilateral action. It m ust exam ne
whether it seeks to rem ain primus or is m ore w illing to
share greater power in decisionm aking. Obviously, the
ultim ate outcom e w ill depend heavily on how much
regponsibility Europeans are w illing to assum €, and how
consensus builds w ithin EFurope or CSFP,ESD I, and BEU
political integration.An In portant indicator of YE urope’s”
ability toassum e such a position w illbe how these countries
acoept the lessons of the Kosovo conflict in m odemizing
their m ilitaries to enable them to have the necessary
capabilities to prorct and sustain m ilitary pow er,
independent of U S. assistance.™ But, the decisive factor
w i1l depend upon the role that the United States sees for
itself in Europe, and how it fulfills its vision of a future
Europe. There will be grow ing pains in this new
relationship, on both sides ofthe Atlantic.But, ifE urope is
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to be a greater partner— not simply in Europe, but in
support of m utual interests around the globe— then the
United States at som e point w ill have to relinquish som e
pow er.

In som e cases, the United Statesm ay have to pressure
reluctant Europe to assum e that power and the
regponsibility that goesw ith it.Thism ay be especially true
for regions outside of Europe.” But, as the w orld econom y
becom es m ore interdependent, E uropean businesses and
govemm ents w i1l find that stability in key regions w ill be
key to continued econom ichealth n Eurcope.Thism aywell
bring about a greater convergence of U S. and European
interests in prom oting stability around the globe.

At the sam e tim e, Europeans m ust wean them selves
from overdependence upon the United States and take
greater responsibility for the course of events in Europe.
Thisw illrequire building E uropean consensuson long-term
structures and policies eg., CSFP,ESDI), as well as the
ability to reach agreem entduring short-term crisesw ithout
relying on the United States to be the ultim ate arbiter of
European squabbles.’® Equally, this w ill require E uropean
nations to reconcile national interests to solve largely
European problem s (€.4g. violence in the Balkans,
G reek-Turkish issues, or conflicts in Transcaucasia). This
alsow illrequire the U nited States to exercise patience and
allow Europe the tim e necessary to forge such consensus.

In this regard, the United States should continue
support for the evolving European CSFP.W hile this is a
natural consequence of increased political and econom ic
integration,a C SFP alsow ould sim plify theoretically)U S.
dealings w ith Europe. Because of the diverse national
interests within the EU, much less within Europe as a
w hole, the developm ent of such a policy is likely to proceed
w ith fits and starts, w ill frustrate Europeans, and,
occasionally, aggravate the United Stateswhich w illwant
to dealw ith a m ore cohesive partner.Atthe sam e tim e, the
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United States m ust understand that a CSFP may not
alw ays coincide w ith U S .policy.

Less contentious is continued U S. support for further
political, as well as econom ic, evolution of the EU . This
includes increased integration, as well as support for
further enlargem ent. The EU m ust ensure, how ever, that
m em bership is available to all that qualify. To create a
Europe,united and whole,the EU w illhave to ensure that
the door to the “rom m on European hom e” rem ains open to
all that qualify. The United States m ust encourage such
openness, and, when necessary, coax the EU to ensure
opportunities for accession.

Support or individual hum an rights should rem ain a
key pillarofa future vision ofE urope.Statesem erging from
decades, even centuries, of authoritarian rule m ay not yet
have grasped fully the principle that safequarding
individualhum an rights is a fuindam ental responsibility of
dem ocratic governm ents. M onitoring hum an rights,
providing econom ic and political rew ards and incentives,
and, ifnecessary,punishinghum an rightsabusesm ustbea
PNt U S -European responsibility and a high priority.For
the m om ent, the United States should support efforts to
give the Council of Eurcpe m ore teeth in dealing with
hum an rights issuesw ithin itsm em ber states.

Sim ilarly,m inority rightsm ustbe protected ifthere isto
be long-term stability and security in Europe.A though the
Balkans and the Transcaucasus are the current hot spots,
other regions of Europe are not iImm une from these
debilitating crises.”’ M igration, econom ic dislocation, and
unem ploym ent oftentim es are perceived through a
m aprity-m inority lens that all too frequently generates
anim osity that spills over iInto violence. In m any E uropean
countries, thisw illbe an extrem ely sensitive, even divisive,
issue. Som e states w ill view outside concern for m inority
rights as unnecessary and unw anted interference in their
internal affairs. Other European states m ay hesitate to
criticize or counteract m inority discrim ination in other
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countries out of fear of stirring ethnic unrest w ithin their
own borders. U S. and European govermm ents, how ever,
m ust respond quick Iy and vigorously to any abuses. Ifnot,
they risk highly destabilizing ethnic con flicts.

Lastly, the United States,w thin the O SCE fram ew ork,
should energize allaspectsoftheH elsink iF inalActofl1975.
Successes w ithin the so-called “security basket” are
wellknown.”” That success m ay allow the OSCE and its
constituents to devote m ore tim e, effort, and resources to
the other tw 0 “baskets”: hum an rights and cooperation in
econom ics, science and technology and the environm ent.”
This will not require new initiatives, necessarily, but the
United States could use the O SCE forum to fcus attention
on key political in tiatives that support desired U S . goals
or Europe.

Economic Initiatives.

W hiletheUnited Statesalso should pursue initiatives in
the econom ic arena, m ost of the im petus for these efforts
w illhave to com e from w ithin Europe.Sin ilar to political
efforts,m uch ofthe econom icw ork w illoccurw ithin theEU
or will result from EU efforts. U .S. support for EU
enlargem ent w i1l contribute to the econom ic wellbeing of
Europe, as a whole, w ith consequent effects on the global
and U S.econom ies.

The United States also should continue to assist in
reform ing and facilitating the integration of the Russian
and U krainian and European econom ies.H ere, the United
States can lend direct assistance to Russia by assisting in
the developm ent of basic property and fiscal law . In
con unction with EU expertise, U .S., Russian, and
U krainian interlocutorscan ensure legalcom patibility w ith
EU regulations, national law s, and intermnational law to
shape an environm ent that supports prolonged econom ic
developm ent. These sam e groups could help develop legal
procedures and organizationsto com batcrim inalactivity in
the econom ic arena.Contingent upon the success of these
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initiatives, the U nited States could offer additional capial
investm ent in Russia and U kraine that supports
integration efforts. This also would be contingent upon
greater confidence that such funds would not fall into the
hands of corrupt or crim inalelem ents.

Som e may argue that, given the current state of
econom icreform in Russia and U kraine, there are no sound
policies to rew ard and that the United States has done all
that it can. There may be merit to this conclision .
H ow ever, the stakes are sim ply too high to let m atters run
their course. The United States, In con anction w ith m a pr
European econom ic pow ers, w i1l have to undertake efforts
to develop an econom ic clim ate within Russia that is
capable of at least m inim al integration w ith Europe.
W ithout such integration, Russia, and perhaps Ukraine,
could slip into econom ic chaos that would have grave
repercussions for Europe and beyond.

W hile assistingtheRussian and U krainian econom les is
a top priority, the U nited States alsom ustprovide support
totheotherN IS,asw ellasem ergingdem ocraciesin Central
and E astem Europe.W hile supportneed notnecessarily be
on a scale equaltothe twom aprpow ers, relatively 1im ited
investm entcould resu It in significanteconom icandpolitical
pay-offs. This could be done unilaterally, but preferably
should be accom plished in con junction w ith our European
allies and partners. At the very least, the United States
should support International M onetary Fund M F) and
W orld Bank efforts in Central and E astern Europe. This
m ay require the U nited States to increase its contributions
oth relatively and absolutely) to ach ieve the desired ends.
Thism aybea difficult sellto som eelem entsofC ongressand
the U S. public, but it is a shortterm investm ent with
considerable potential for long-+term gain.”

The United States also should consider incentives that
continue to encourage greater private investm ent in these
nations,aswellastheirneighbors.Thiscould be in the form
oftax credits, subsidies or partial loan guarantees.Again,
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the purpose behind such initiatives w ould be to exploit the
energy and discipline of the m arketplace, vice statist,
practices.F or instance, Jargely through private investm ent,
the United States m ay be able to directly assist in the
developm ent of Caspian and Central Asian oil reserves.
This could have severalcon sequencesbeyond private sector
profit or loss.F irst, itm ay m ake the nations in Centraland
E astem E urope depend lesson Russian petroleum products
@nd preclude potentialeconom ic coercion).Second, it could
produce considerable revenues for poorer countries in the
region that desperately need it. Third, the prospects for
econom ic generation hold the potential to dam pen
long-standing anim osities in the region,although this isan
optim istic hope.”” Fourth, significant production could
reduce Eurcopean @nd perhaps global) dependence upon
M iddle E astern oil

Security Initiatives.

The United States has significant interests and
regponsgibilities around the globe. This leads to high
dem ands on U S. ammed forces in Europe and beyond.
M oreover, U S. forces possess unigue capabilities eg.,
satellites, intelligence, and com m and, control, and
com m unications) or have capabilities that greatly exceed
others Eg. power progection and logistics support). The
com bination of wider interests and greater m ilitary
capabilities translates into increased dem ands for U S.
orces around the globe.

To ensure that dem ands do not strain the U S. am ed
forces or the U S.Treasury, W ashington m ust continue to
encourage our European allies to assum e greater
regponsibility for m aintaining stability and security in
Europe.An agreed E SD Iwould be a first step in providing
the capabilitiesnecessary forE urope toassum e a lJargerrole
in providing for its ow n security .”’ Ttalso is a prerequisite or
m ore effectively m odemizing and transform ing E uropean
forces from their Cold W ar preoccupation w ith territorial
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defense to forces capable of protecting national interests.
Such changes also could better prepare European m ilitary
forces for increased participation in shaping activities.M ost
im portantly, E SD I offers the cpportunity for creating the
pow er projection capabilities needed to handle
am aller-scale contingencies w ithin E urope,aswellas along
itsperiphery.Certainly,when interests dictate, the U nited
Statesm ust be prepared to assist its allies and partners in
these m atters. But, Europe m ust progressively assum e
greater regponsibility for its own security.

An effective ESD I can be a two-edged sword for the
United States, however. Beyond the benefits outlined
above, an effective ESD I coupled with im proved
conventional capabilities could translate into increased
European independence in reign andm ilitary policy .This
m ay offerEuropeans greater Jatitude ofpolicy and m ilitary
operations than has previously been the case.W ithin the
m ilitary sphere— as in the political arena— therefore, the
United States m ay have to adapt its leadership style to
reflect shifting pow er relations w ithin NATO, as well as
betw een Europe and the United States.

Atthe sam e tim e, the capabilities needed forE SD T also
could serve European interests beyond the Continent,
should thatbenecessary.These sam e capabilities also could
support comm on European-U S. interests in other key
regions of the globe. This could pem it a rationalization of
defense responsibilities and liabilities that keeps the U S.
defense burden w ithin m anageable lim its, avoiding what
historian Paul Kennedy refers to as “im perial
overstretch /' Thus, while leadership “costs” m ay be
inherent in the form ulation of an effective ESD I, the
costhenefit analysis is favorable.

Even with a developing ESD I, the United States will
have tom aintain an adequate m ilitary presence in E urope
for the first decades of the 21st century. This does not
contradict the need for supporting ESD I.The fact rem ains
thatbuilding an effective E SD Iw illnot occurovernightand
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Europeansw illneed tim e to create the requisite capabilities
and to transform m ilitary organizations shaped by four
decades of the Cold W ar. The United States will have to
sustain its presence over this period of transition. Thus,
while the United States should wean Eurcpe from too
strong a dependence upon U .S. m ilitary power, a
precipitous U S. withdraw al at this time could leave a
leadership vacuum thatEuropeans are not yet prepared to
fill. How quickly and to what degree this should occur
undoubtedly w ill be the sub#ct of considerable debate in
W ashington and Eurcopean capitals.

One point of that debate m ay depend on how NATO
nations respond to the integration ofthe amm ed forces ofthe
Czech Republic, Hungary, and Poland, and any future
invitees. The United States m ay have to ensure that the
addition ofthese forces isnotused as an excuse for existing
NATO members to decrease their own respective forces.
M oreover, as these forces are integrated into the A 1liance’s
m ilitary structure, the United States and its NATO allies
m ust ensure that current capabilities are suitably
restructured and m odemized to m eet the dem ands of the
anticipated fiture security environm ent.”’

The size and focus of the U S. presence in Europe
undoubtedly will change. Force size, structures, and
organizations w ill adapt to accom m odate evolving security
conditions.M ost In portantm ay be the shift from the Cold
W ar focus on Central Europe to greater attention to
am allerscale contingencies along Europe’s southem and
southeastern borders. Increased levels of peacetim e
engagem ent activities to shape the European security
environm ent w i1l be im portant, as well. This w i1l require
different capabilities, or at least a different proportion of
capabilities, than was case during the Cold W ar.

That having been said, forces rem aining in Europe w ill
have to retain credible com bat capability. T o contribute to
deterrence and reassurance roles in Europe, these forces
stillw illneed adegquate levels ofcom bat pow er.D espite the

23



obvious im provem ents in the European security
environm ent, these forces undoubtedly w illbe called upon
o respond to sm aller-scale contingencies in E urope oralong
itsperiphery.They alsom ust rem ain capable ofresponding
rapidly to a m a pr conflict in another theater of operations
beyond Europe.Tom aintain an adequate balance betw een
shaping and responding m issions w ill require deft
restructuring of U S. forces in Europe.

The United States also can use support or ESD I as a
m eans of In proving m odernization and interoperability
w ith its Europeans allies and partners. This could help
avoid unnecessary and debilitating intra-A 1liance debates
over standardization, rationalization, and interoperability
thathave plagued the A 1liance in the past.*® U sed properly,
E SD ITcould lead topooled research and developm entefforts
that conceivably could save the U nited States and E urope
tim e and resources. Obviously, increased m ilitary
integration should accom pany these overarching security
changes.W hile it is stilltooearly to sayw hen andw herethe
N orth Atlantic Councilm ight invite other E uropean states
to Ppin the Alliance, prudence dictates that A lliance
structures and practicesm ust continue to evolve to prepare
NATO for such eventualities.

U S. support for further enlarging NATO w ill require
further adaptation of the A lliance’s integrated m ilitary
structure.In theneartem ,thisw illrequire Integrating the
declared forces of the several amm ed forces from the new
accessions to the A lliance (€ zech Republic, Hungary, and
Poland).Toassistthiseffort,theU S .G overmm entw illhave
to convince a som ew hat skeptical Congress to continue
supporting infrastructure spending in NATO to assistnew
m em bers.' The U S.G overnm ent also w illhave to ensure
that European allies shoulder a fair share ofthatburden.

Perhapsm ore difficult w illbe U S . efforts to adapt the
m ilitary com m and and control structure of the A lliance.
Such efforts, to date, have borne lim ited fruit.”’ The crux of
future adaptation hingeson determ ininghow bestto retum
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France to the A lliance’s m ilitary structure w ithout
debilitating m ilitary planning and execution capabilities.
As the recent brouhaha over comm and of A llied Forces
Southern Europe dem onstrates, this w ill be no easy
task .’For the m om ent, this may mean implem enting
current Initiatives, and letting the French grasp in their
own tim e the advantages of halting their obstructionist
behavior.0 verthe longer termm , especially ifE SD I becom es
a reality, the United Statesm ay have to soften its current
hard-line stance on who occupies key com m and positions
w ithin the integrated m ilitary structure.

Furtherenhancem ents ofthe existing P fP program also
w illbenefitthe E uropean security clim ate.0O n theonehand,
new initiativesm ay assist nations in preparing forultim ate
NATO mem bership shouldtheydesire).On theotherhand,
should a nation not opt for NATO m em bership, such
program enhancem ents could increase cooperation betw een
NATO andnonm em bers.Som epotentialinitiatives include:

1)D esignation ofP £ “deployable forces”and som e asyet
undefined relationship with existing NATO declared
m ultinational headquarters;

2) G reater detail in the current ‘P lanning and Review
Process” to m ake it m ore sim ilar to the Alliance’s force
planning process;

3) Increased ‘P artner StaffE lem ents”particication w ith
the IntemationalM ilitary Staffand the top tw o levelsofthe
integrated com m and structure;

4) Increased num bers of intermmationalposts in the Part-
nership Coordination Cell; and,

5) Additional partmer diplom aticm issions accredited to
NATO Headgquarters.

In addition to the highly successful PP Program , the
EuroAtlantic Partnershic C ouncil provides the education
and experience necessary for potential m em bers to leam
how towork Inside NATO .Tt also enhances m ultinational
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security cooperation and allays Russian fears should
M oscow participate in it. The program also allow s for the
integration of Ukraine and the Baltic States into the
European security agenda and provides reassurance and
som e form oftangible or visible concern for their security.

M ost of these Initiatives hold the prom ise of helping
meet U .S. obkctives not only in Europe but also in
regponding to future crises outside Europe. U sing PP to
ensure that partner states are com patible with ESD I will
helo ensure that Europeans will be better prepared to
cooperate w ith the United States when m utual interests
w ill benefit. This w ill not only reduce the U S. defense
burdens in Europe, but also glabally, w hile increasing the
effectiveness of potential coalitions.

At the very least, these program s singly or in
com bination should increase transparency in security
affairs. W ithin NATO, they will help prevent the
renationalization of m em bers’ defense policies. O utside
NATO, these m easures should reduce the incentives for
individual nations to pursue unilateral security policies
that m ight cause anxiety am ong their neighbors. At best,
they can contribute to increased defense integration w ithin
NATO,aswellasEurope asawhole.

CINC USEUCOM’s Strategy of Readiness and
Engagement.

Support of CSFP, ESDI, NATO enlargem ent and
adaptation,and P fP are longer-term initiatives.T o support
U S. interests and policies in Europe in the near temm,
USEUCOM hasoutlined a num ber of strategic ob ctives in
CINC USEUCOM ’s Strategy of Readiness and Engagement
1998).The intent here is not to exam ine each cbgctive in
detail.O n their face,these obectives supportU S .interests,
goals,and policies.The task here isto assess their ability to
contribute to the vision ofa future E urope.
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Seven ffeleven)U SEUCOM obgctivesdirectly relate to
shaping Europe’s 21st century security environm ent:

1) M aintain, support,and contribute to the integrity and
adaptation of NATO .

2)H elp prepare them ilitaries of invited nations to inte—
gratew th NATO .

3) P rom ote stability, dem ocratization, m ilitary profes—
sionalism , and closer relationships with NATO in the
nations of CentralE urope and the N IS.

4) SupportU S .effortstoensure selfsustainingprogress
for the D ayton process; develop m ilitary institutions in the
form er Yugoslavia adapted to civilian control.

5)Ensure freedom ofm aritim e and aeronautic lines of
com m unication.

6) P rovide prom pt response to hum anitarian crises.
7)M aintain a high state ofreadinessnEUCOM forces.””

W ithin the USEUCOM strategy, NATO rem ains the
centerpiece of U S.engagem ent in Europe. The A lliance is
unigquely positioned to meet the continued dem ands of
collective defense of its m em bers, and through NATO
enlargem ent, chartered relationships with Russia and
Ukraine, and P activities to support inclusive m utual
security arrangem ents throughout Europeﬂ. USEUCOM
efforts to support the A lliance, therefore, are considerable.
W ithin NATO ,USEUCOM helpsfulfillthem ilitary aspects
of enlargem ent. It contributes to further evolution of
comm and and control arrangem ents and provides
substantial forces and capabilities— especially intelligence,
com m unications, and pow er progction— to A lliance
m ilitary authorities.

E xternal to the Allilance, USEUCOM supports P fP
activities and uses bilateral activities to assist invited
nationstoprepare HrNATO m em bership.”’These activities
also foster increased professionalism w ithin Central and
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E astem Eurcpean am ed forces and civilian control over
those forces.”” USEUCOM also prom otes closer
relationships with friendly dem ocratic neutrals that
support NATO efforts to increase stability and
transparency in defense m atters in the rest of Europe.
M oreover, USEUCOM uses bilateral contacts w ith Russia
and U kraine tobolster the chartered relationsh ipsbetw een
those tw o countriesandN A TO .> Fourparticular initiatives
deserve special note: the George C . M arshall Center for
European Security Studies, the Joint Contact Team
Program , the State Partnershic Program , and the
D epartm ent of D efense’s security assistance program .”°
These efforts build trust and confidence that contribute to
increased understanding and stability in Europe.

USEUCOM alsoplays a m apr role in supporting U S.
efforts to ensure selfsustaining progress for the D ayton
peace process. Providing the bulk of the U .S. force
contribution to the Implem entation Force @FOR) and
Stabilization Force (SFOR) operations and the N ational
Support Elem ent in Hungary, alone, is a significant
achievem ent.Adding to these challenging deploym entshas
been the U S. contribution to the NATO —led A llied Force
cam paign against Yugoslavia and the subsequent
contribution of U S. forces to the K osovo Im plem entation
Force KFOR).U S.forces (largely drawn from USEUCOM
un is) particicating in FOR,SFOR and KFOR havem ade
signalcontributionsbeyond the requirem ents laid outin the
various peace In plem entation agreem ents. These include
assistance in infrastructure restoration, econom ic
restructuring, serving asrolem odels forprofessionalarm ed
forces that are subgct to civilian control, and assisting in
elections at all levels of governm ent over the course ofthe
past 3 years.”® These initiatives have directly contributed
notonly tothe restoration ofa safe and secure environm ent
in Bosnia, but also have directly assisted in that nation’s
recovery from the depths ofa vicious civilw ar.

In addition to its work inside Bosnia, USEUCOM also
has launched peacetim e engagem entand shaping activities
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in the rem ainder of the Balkans, as well as In Central
Europe that have contributed further to the prospects fora
selfsustaining peace in the region. USEUCOM has
supported the U N Preventive Deploym ent Force
QOperation ABLE SENTRY in U S. parlance) along the
border between the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia,
A bania, and the Fomm er Yugoslav Republic of M acedon ia
FYROM ). The success of this deploym ent has been noted
nearly universally.”’ M oreover,U SEUCOM unitsare in the
forefront of com bined U .S ~intemationalefforts to stabilize
the post-conflict situation in Kosovo. Together, these
actions not only have contributed significantly to
short-term stability in the form erYugoslavia,butalsom ay
serve asthe foundation for longer-term stability w ithin the
Balkans,asawhole.

Som e observersm ay view ‘ensure freedom ofm aritim e
and aeronautic lines of com m unication” as being m ore a
regponse than a shaping activity. Such an interpretation
m ay be unnecessarily narrow , how ever. Responding to a
particular crisis occasionally m ay overlap w ith long-range
shaping activities.Thus, responding and shaping can have
com plem entary purposes. Creating the conditions that
allow for the free and unfettered use of lines of
com m unication w thin U SEUCOM 's area of responsibility,
for exam ple, certainly contributes to a positive future
security environm ent. Thus, a freedom of navigation
exercise In the Gulfof Sidra or exercises in the Black Sea
establish precedents that will shape future actions and
security conditions.

Providing prom pt response to hum anitarian crises also
would appear to fallm ore under responding than shaping.
But there is still a portion of such m issions that support
engagem ent. F irst, rapid response helps shape conditions
for peacefill resolution of an ongoing crisis, or prevents
hum anitarian conditions from expanding into a conflict,
w hether internal or external. Second, by m itigating dire
econom ic consequences, such hum anitarian responseshelp
elim inate or m itigate conditions that m ight contribute to
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future instability or conflict. Third, hum anitarian
responses contribute to a well of goodw i1l that the United
Statesm ay findusefiilsom eday.Lastly,theU S .position as
aworld leaderdem andsthattheU nited Statestakethe lead
in m any hum anitarian efforts. Indeed, in som e cases, the
United States m ay be the only nation that possesses the
requisite capabilities needed to conduct such operations
eg. longrange transportation, global com m unications,
and logistics).

N one ofthese initiatives w illbear fru it, how ever, unless
USEUCOM forcesm aintain a high state of readiness.This
applies to com bat and noncom bat roles.Readiness provides
the sine qua non for m aintaining USEUCOM 's ability to
fightandw In am a prtheaterw ar,and to respond effectively
to the full range ofpotential crises. These capabilities also
undergird U SEU COM ’s contribution to deterrence, aswell
as its ability to support operations in other theaters of
operation. In short, w ithout adequate attention to
readiness, USEUCOM w ill have great difficulty carrying
out the initiatives, planned or potential, that w ill shape
Europe’s 21st century security environm ent to the m utual
benefit of E urope and the U nited States.”

To help ensure readiness, w hile fulfilling the National
Military Strategy, CINCEUR recognized the need to plan
theaterw ide peacetim e activities. As a result, EUCOM
developed a uniqueprocess forplanning and executingw hat
hasbecom e know n as “shaping” activities, conducted under
the strategy ofengagem ent.The Theater Security P lanning
System produced strategy docum ents at all levels (theater,
region,and country).The purpose ofthis processw as to vet
the obectives that support strategies. U sing the
USEUCOM s Theater Security Planning System as a
m odel, the Joint Staff developed the Theater Engagem ent
Planning System , which is currently used throughout the
com batantcom m andstodevelop shaping strategicconoepts
and shaping activities.”” Currently, EUCOM conducts
approxim ately 3,000 engagem ent activities annually,
w ithin som e 30 different categories of “activities ”*
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Finally,the 1998 revision ofthe Unified Com m and P lan
has assigned to EUCOM the follow ing new countries for
planning and shaping responsibilities: M oldova, U kraine,
Belarus, Georgia, Amm enia, and A zerbaipn, as wellas the
Black Sea.” Thishas increased sign ificantly the com m and’s
regponsgibilities, particularly for planning and executing
shaping activities. Ukraine now becomes USEUCOM s
largest shaping program .*

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The Im portance 0fU S.national interests in Europe is
unlikely to abate in the period under exam ination.
Increased cooperation between the United States and
evolving European political, econom ic, and security
organizations could lead to even greater transAtlantic
bonds. The United States, therefore, has a considerable
stake in bringing to fruition the vision outlined above (r
one sim ilar to it). D espite the obvious fact that posited
conditions w i1l benefit the Uniked States, Europe and its
citizens also w ould garner trem endous advantages. Thus,
Europe, too, has a stake in such a positive outcom e.

But such an outcom e is not guaranteed.U S /E uropean
culturalaffinitiesm ay dim inish .Tn the absence ofam assive
extemalthreat, perceived m utualU S - uropean interests
may lessen. Econom ic com petition betw een the United
Statesand E urope oram ong large regionaltrading blocs for
global or regional m arkets could be intense, further
m agnifying the divergence of interests. For this vision to
becom e reality, therefore, w i1l require m utual efforts and,
som etim es, substantial changes on both sides of the
Atlantic.

N onetheless, we generally do not see any need for
dram atic changes in the ongoing econom ic, political, and
security evolution of Eurcpe.Certainly, we would welcom e
any acceleration of positive trends that w ill increase the
num berofm arketdem ocraciesthat seek to resolve disputes
through peacefulm eans.Butthisdoesnotcallforw holesale
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overhaulofaurrent system s.Indeed,too rapid a changem ay
create instability thatthe U nited Statesand E urope hope to
avoid. Thus, we support evolutionary initiatives and
continued progress along foreseeable lines.

On the econom ic front, Europe m ust continue to w iden
and deepen its econom ic institutions.A ccession to the EU,
particularly, m ust rem ain a viable option for all elighble
countries.The im portantdecision m ade atthe EU H elsinki
summ it in D ecem ber 1999 to open m em bership accession
negotiationstoexpand the com m unity from 15to28 orm ore
countries is notew orthy for E uropean security.” That said,
econom ic integration doesnothave to occur strictly through
theEU .TheEU andnonm em bersshould be free topursue a
“wariable geom etry” that accom m odates national and
regional differences w ithin the larger organization. The
intent, rather, is to pursue options that m ake national
econom ies m ore open and to preclude a catastrophic
econom ic failure that affects lJarge portion s ofthe E uropean
and globaleconom ies.

This last point underscores the Im portance of ensuring
that Russia, especially,butalso U kraine and the otherN IS
states m erge their econom ies into the European econom ic
system . The inability to effect such integration risks
creating a tiered system of “haves” and “havenots,” where
the latter group m ay perceive that it has no stake in
supporting Eurcpean stability. Indeed, such ‘“have-nots”
m ay conclide that they have trem endous incentive to
overturn existing European econom ic, political, and
security institutions, arch itectures, and system s.

European econom ic integration should occur in close
partnership w ith the United States. M uch m ore can be
accom plished, for exam ple in integrating Russian and N IS
econom ies into European and global econom ies, if the
United States and key European nations and institutions
cooperate. Equally, hostile trade com petition or, worse,
debilitatingU S £ U tradew arscould significantly dam age
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longtermm U S.andEuropean national interestsnotonly in
the econom ic sphere, but also in security m atters.

Recom m ended changes in European political institu-—
tions generally parallel the econom ic transform ations
outlined above.Increased politicalintegration that includes
all European nation-states is a desirable and achievable
goal. M ore im portant, perhaps, than increased
pan-European institutions is a greater focus on ensuring
individualandm inority rights.Redressing realorperceived
Inequities In m inority rights, in particular, will greatly
im provethepotential for long-tem stability w ithin E urope.

In the security arena, Europe should strive to create an
effective FEuropean Security and D efense Initiative. The
U nited States should support such efforts. This should not
requ ire,how ever,creatingnew m echanism sorerectingnew
“nstitutions,” ifthey are at the expense of creating needed
m ilitary capabilities. Europe should evolve its role in
security affairs w ithin existing structures, such as O SCE,
EU W estern European Union W EU ),NATO,P P, and the
EuroAtlantic Partnership Council EAPC), for exam ple.
These organizations, if properly adapted, can resolve
Im pending conflicts or, if violence breaks out, take the
necessary steps to halt conflict and achieve a lasting
politicalsettlem ent.An excellent exam ple ofthis capability
and potential results is the ongoing significant intermal
adaptation of NATO .

This adaptation w illhave to include changed roles and
participation in security institutions.E uropean statesw ill
have to take a larger role in ensuring their own security.
Thisw illm ean,asw ell,tak ing the stepsnecessary toensure
that they possess the m ilitary capabilities needed to m est
the potential challenges of the 21st century security
environm ent.This also w illm ean less reliance on the U S.
political leadership within European security
organizations,aswellasduringcrises.A strongerE uropean
security role also should lead to In provem ents in m ilitary
capabilities,which m any European stateshave let Janguish
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over the last decade.At the sam e tin g, these changes w i1l
require the United States to alter how it cooperates w ith
Europe, relying m ore heavily on prior consultation and
developing consensus prior to rather than after the fact. It
alsom aym ean thattheU nited Statesm ust let go ofsom e of
its authority and leadership positions. W hile psycho-
logically difficult, these changes can occur w ithout
dam aging U S.or European national interests.

A continued U S. m ilitary presence in Europe will
rem ain an essential elem ent of the European security
environm ent for the foreseeable future.Partially, this isto
reassure allies and partners of the continued U .S.
com m itm ent to Europe, w hich w illbe especially im portant
during thisperiod oftransition .These forcesalsow illplay a
key role in shaping the future European and globalsecurity
environm ents through a broad range of peacetim e
engagem ent and shaping activities. E specially im portant
may be helping form er com m unist m ilitaries transform
them selves into defen se establishm entsthat conform tothe
nom s ofdem ocratic civil-m ilitary relations.Should a crisis
arise in Europe,U S.m ilitaryunitsalsow ould be positioned
to respond quick ly . They also could foster com patible, ifnot
com m on, doctrine and operational procedures am ong
potential coalition partners to facilitate com bined
operations w ithin or outside Europe. Lastly, forces
stationed in Europe w illbe positioned to respond quick Iy to
crises that m ay erupt in other areas of the world or to
support operations in other theaters.

W hile all elem ents of the U .S. arm ed forces w ill
contribute to a future presence in Europe, land forces w i1l
play them ore dom inantrole.Land forces are less transient
than sea or air forces, and, therefore, provide greater
reassurance to allies and partners.E qually, land forces are
m ost appropriate for perform ing the broad range of
m issions that fall under peacetim e engagem ent and
shaping activities. Because m ost em erging dem ocracies
depend m ost heavily on land forces, m oreover, U S.Amy
units and personnel offer the better role m odel for
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appropriate civilm ilitary relations. Sim ilarly, land foroes
offer the best m eans for facilitating the developm ent of
com m on doctrine and operational procedures. Lastly,
because of the nature of probable crises in Europe, land
forcesm ay predom inate in any responses.

Achieving desired political, econom ic, and security
conditions in Europe that benefit both Europe and the
United States will not happen on its own. As indicated
above, a num ber of cbstacles w illhave to be overcom e, not
the leastofw hich w illlbe the integration ofRussia,U kraine,
and the N IS into Europe’s political, security, and,
especially, econom ic system s. But while difficult, these
challengesarenotoverw helm ing.P rogressm ay com e in fits
and starts, and occasional strains in trans-Atlantic
relations w ill occur. But none of these difficulties w ill be
insurm ocuntable.W ith perseverance and close cooperation
the United States and Europe can turm the vision into

reality.
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